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Abstract 
In this Round Table, the invited participants and the audience discussed and commented about what can be learnt 
from the experiences of CALL EU-funded projects and how projections towards the future can be made. Under the 
main topic, the issues proposed for discussion were: 1) the consequences of the rapid pace in technological changes; 
2) the transferability of the achievements, products, or research of CALL projects; 3) the contribution of innovative 
uses of established or leading-edge technologies to the development of real-life language skills; and 4) the impact of 
EU-funded CALL projects on European multilingualism.  
The questions of the choice of technologies and of the sustainability of projects were among the main concerns 
during this discussion, and whereas a number of problems were raised, solutions were also explored to make the 
experience of project coordinators and partners an asset for the future. The end users of the products developed in 
CALL EU-funded projects were also very much at the centre of the discussions. 
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1. Introduction 
The invited participants in this Round Table were: Gillian McLaughlin (GM), Acting Head of Unit P1 
– Lifelong Learning: Comenius, ICT, Languages Education, Audiovisual & Culture Executive Agency; 
Stephanie Racette (SR), representative from EUNIC for the Platform for Multilingualism project; and 
three coordinators or former coordinators of EU-funded projects: Margret Oberhofer (MO), 
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LINGUAPOLIS Language Institute, Institute for Education and Information Sciences, University of 
Antwerp (Belgium); Christian Ollivier (CO), University of Reunion (France); and Claudia Warth (CW), 
University of Tübingen (Germany). The Round Table was moderated by Jeannine Gerbault. 
The invited participants and the audience discussed and commented on what can be learnt from the 
experiences of CALL EU-funded projects and how projections towards the future can be made. Under the 
main topic, the following issues had been put into formalized questions and published before the Round 
Table: 
 
x Technological changes are taking place at a rapid pace; since CALL environments rely heavily on 
ICT, what are the strategies of project coordinators to submit and conduct projects related to 
CALL? 
x What is the transferability of the achievements, products, or research of CALL projects? More 
specifically, how can the after-life of projects be structured and coordinated in such a way as to 
maximize the funds and human resources that have been spent on them? 
x What can innovative uses of established or leading-edge technologies contribute to the development 
of real-life language skills (e.g. open-ended writing in a foreign language)? 
x What impact can EU-funded CALL projects have on European multilingualism? Do we have or can 
we devise any indicators of their role? 
 
The members of the Round Table had agreed that the question of the key factors in the quality of EU-
funded projects should also be addressed explicitly during this session. 
2. Technology: Changes and choices 
The first issue under discussion had to do with the rapid changes in technology, and the participants 
addressed the question of the strategies that are used by CALL project coordinators and what underpins 
the choices that are related to technology. 
Each of the project coordinators agreed that one of the most important aspects in the choice and use of 
technology should be not the technology itself, but the pedagogical concepts and the methodological 
decisions made to achieve a project’s goals. They also expressed their concern about the consequences of 
technological choices upon the transferability and interoperability of the contents developed within 
projects – that is, contents should be exportable and usable by other people. This concern actually takes 
care of the question about the rapid changes in technology. 
The participants in the Round Table and the audience all agreed that free software was also one 
criterion for choice, especially as project partners are very often universities, which are reluctant to invest 
in established or leading-edge commercial products, but can provide technical support for free or open-
source tools. 
GM’s reaction to these statements insisted on the fact that innovation is not so much in the technology 
itself, but in bringing something new to a group of people through appropriate technology put in a sound 
pedagogical framework. To this, SR added that tools, new or well-established, must above all serve well-
defined aims – and that at this point aims in the area of multilingualism, for example, are far from clearly 
defined. And as far as “free software” is concerned, she put forward the idea that a technology that you 
can use without a license, but for which you need to hire somebody to help you implement it because it is 
not a package and it is not click-and-run, is not necessarily in the long term cheaper than buying a 
technology that is not free, that has a license cost, but is well structured and that is ready to use. This 
notion of cost, as MO pointed out, is also related to the target group(s) of the projects: some users will be 
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more willing to pay for a language product than others. CW added that it is often possible to use a 
methodology that makes it possible to shift from a free tool to a commercial tool, or the other way around. 
3. Transferability and sustainability 
At this point the discussion went on logically to the second issue, about the transferability of the 
achievements, of the products and the research involved in the projects, and to the issue of sustainability. 
 Various positions were expressed by the members of the Round Table. MO gave the example of her 
project using interactive whiteboards in language learning, in which commercial partners were actively 
involved: two of the biggest producers of interactive whiteboards were asked to be part of the 
dissemination team, and through their network and their contacts the project also obtained content.  
CO, in charge of the Babelweb project (based on blogs moderated by project partners) illustrated a 
different route to sustainability and transferability: in his project, the enthusiasm of partners allowed for 
the continuation of moderation of the project blogs after the end of the funded period, and since because 
of its Web 2.0 nature it had acquired some visibility on the web, various institutions took it up and 
adapted it to their own needs. 
So it seems that users are, ultimately, the key to the problem of sustainability and transferability. SR 
argued that, in addition, what is lacking is a place where people can go for information, centralizing all 
the tools that are available and telling them which one to use in which context, for what purpose, for 
which language. Separately from this, she mentioned the importance of making it possible to update a 
tool once it has been developed, or modify the technology to make it more appropriate for different 
teaching or learning scenarios. 
A lively discussion with the audience followed, showing that this issue was very much at the centre of 
their concerns. One conference participant asked about the possibility for the European Commission to 
have a policy for sustainability, so that projects which are obviously in the public interest should not be 
“relegated to an educational orphanage”. The well-known Dialang project was mentioned as an example. 
In her response, GM stated that the responsibility for sustainability and transferability and long-term 
future projects lies with the people who manage the projects and set them up. She returned to the topic of 
“users”, who are the ones that make a project sustainable: it is the value to the users and the people who 
set the projects up, who keep the thing turning over after the funding has ended.  
After recalling the long history of Dialang, she also stated again that the real route for certain types of 
projects is the commercial route. A small number of projects that have been funded by the EU find a 
commercial path to sustainability, and both routes are equally valid.  
There were several reactions in the audience, again indicating the deep concern of former, present, or 
prospective project coordinators about this issue of sustainability. One of them mentioned the fact that it 
has become difficult in many countries to get teachers (i.e. potential users) interested in innovative ways 
of teaching / learning languages. The need for “implementation research” was put forward, as a means to 
interest the teaching / educational community in a project: in implementation research, one does not just 
run pilot courses or pilot studies with schools and teachers to validate a product, but the entire process is 
part of the project activity, where one starts with teachers and schools from the design phase, bringing 
needs to the foreground, and then carrying out the project to implement these things in the schools or in 
the educational community. 
The question was asked to what extent this research-oriented aspect is important for the evaluators of 
EU-funded proposals and projects. 
At this point, one more comment from the audience pointed out that one important way of maintaining 
the sustainability of the projects is to embed former projects into future projects. Since very good work is 
done in certain projects, the idea is to use what has been done in previous projects, build upon them and 
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carry on with the work, perhaps in a different direction, instead of starting from scratch. This would also 
allow the former project not to be forgotten. And of course, it was also mentioned that the copyright 
notion is very much relevant here. GM agreed completely with this approach, stating that this was one of 
the criteria for reviewers of applications for EU funding, but that the Commission had no answer to the 
issue of copyright. 
4. Key factors in the quality of EU-funded projects, and their impact on multilingualism 
What features, what key factors, then, would make the difference between what we call a good project 
and a not so good or mediocre project? 
Clearly and logically, all the participants in the Round Table agreed that for a project to be on time and 
within the budget is not enough, nor is the evaluation of its cost per user. SR expressed her feeling that 
whether a project is successful or not has to be seen in light of what it has been trying to achieve, which 
brings the question back to what it is that European projects are trying to achieve in terms of 
multilingualism. MO added that if a project answers the linguistic needs of a group of users, that is the 
main criterion. 
At the same time, as CO pointed out, a good project should be innovative: it should keep a good 
balance between vision, future, and what is feasible now, including taking into account that a lot of 
teachers like projects which are not too innovative. Project coordinators aim at having people use their 
products, and at the same time, they can contribute to changing things, including the teaching 
methodology, and look towards the future. 
In GM’s view, what makes a good application for funding is not necessarily what makes a good 
project. The identification of a need that the project is trying to address, the formulation of elements of 
solution, and the know-how in getting these solutions implemented are the key factors.  
She concluded by saying that all the ideas that had been discussed needed to be thought through, and 
that the know-how, the expertise and the enthusiasm of EUROCALL were exactly the sort of elements 
that were needed in EU-funded projects. 
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